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Glaring Omissions, False Confidence and Misleading Statistics

he United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (UN IPCC)

Working Group | (WGI) Summary for Policymakers (SPM) of the Third

Assessment Report (TAR) (title€limate Change 2001: The Scientific Basss

not an assessment of climate change science, even though it claims to be.
Rather, it is an artfully constructed presentation of just the science that supports the fear of
human-induced climate change. It is as one sided as a legal brief, which it resembles.

Line-by-line analysis of the SPM reveals that all of the science that cuts against the
Theory of Human Interference with Climate has been systematically omitted. In some
cases, the leading arguments against human interference are actually touched on, but
without being revealed or discussed. In other cases, the evidence against human
interference is simply ignored. Because of these strategic omissions, the SPM voices a
degree of certainty that is entirely false.

Glaring omissions are only glaring to experts, so the "policymakers" as well as the press
and the public who read the SPM will not realise they are being told only one side of the
story. But the scientists who drafted the SPM know the truth, as revealed by the some-
times artful way they conceal it.

This deliberate distortion can only be explained by the fact that the UN IPCC is part of
an advocacy process, organised by the United Nations Environment Program and support-
ing the Kyoto Protocol.

What is systematically omitted from the SPM are precisely the uncertainties and posi-
tive counter-evidence that might negate the human interference theory. Instead of assess-
ing these objections, the Summary confidently asserts just those findings that support its
case. In short, this is advocacy, not assessment.

This study grows out of several years of research into the logic of the climate change
debate. During that time, | have operated an email listserv where knowledgeable people
from all sides of the climate change issue have posted over 25,000 messages. From this
experience, | have gained a comprehensive understanding of just how complex and
unsettled the science really is. | have become increasingly distressed by statements made
by supporters of the Kyoto Protocol to the effect that the science is settled, or that the
uncertainties have diminished to the point where action is obviously justified. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

Carbon dioxide is not pollution. On the contrary, atmospherigi€@e Earth's entire
food supply, and 95% of the emissions are natural. We could not live without them, for
watching a child grow is watching processed carbon dioxide being reprocessed. Failure to
mention this fundamental fact is the most astounding omission in the SPM. However,
since the issue at hand is climate change, not food, | will not go further into this side of
the CQ equation, vital though it be.

| am particularly concerned that the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is
being represented as a neutral body. Such claims are simply false, and it is the purpose of
this study to demonstrate that tha false.

Because the IPCC scientific Summary for Policymakers is completely one sided, most
of its deceptions are omissions. One cannot simply point to omissions as one can to false-
hoods, so | have undertaken to catalogue the omissions and the false assertions of confi-
dence that they enable, on a line-by-line basis. This present report is just a start, and more
cases will be forthcoming over time. But time is of the essence, and this small collection
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is sufficient to make the point. (An earlier draft of this report carand improved methods of processing the data. These numbers
be found at the website http://www.john-daly.com/gueststake into account various adjustments, including urban heat
un_ipcc.htm.) island effects'

The IPCC Summary for Policymakers is a study in artful bias. This is the only reference in the text to any possible problems
Specific examples of glaring omissions, false confidence and misvith the temperature record. It says "These numbers take into
leading statistics in the Summary are covered in the followingccount various adjustments"”, with special reference to urban heat
pages (my emphasis is added in bold italics). (The UN IPC®&land effects. False certainty. The discussion of these prob-
WGI Summary for Policymakers as well as the Technicalems—how likely they are to be significant, and how they have
Summary of the reporlimate Change 2001: The Scientific been taken into account—has simply been omitted. In fact, how

Basis is available at the IPCC's website, http://www.ipcc.ch/.)

well they have been taken into account is highly contentious.

Temperature Record Error

Do we know that the Earth is actual
warming? The problem of errors in t
surface temperature record is profour
Likely sources of bias in the surfag
temperature record of the last 140 yeg
which are well known and considerabl
are ignored. The amount of warming
claimed to be known with a false degr
of confidence. We do not, in fact, kno
that the Earth has warmed at all.

The discussion on SPM page 2 (t

first page of text) begins with this hea
line: "The global average surface te

The amount of warming is
claimed to be known with a
false degree of confidence.
We do not, in fact, know
that the Earth has
warmed at all.

peraturehas increasedver the 20th cen-
tury by about 0.6°C"—
have", but simply "has".
of doubt is omitted, but there is plenty to doubt.

+0.2°C."

The legend for figure 1la at least has
more detail, albeit in finer print. It says
this: "The Earth's surface temperature is
shown year by year (red bars [in the orig-
inal report, grey in this version]) and
approximately decade by decade (black
line, a filtered annual curve suppressing
fluctuations below near decadal time-
scales). There are uncertainties in the
annual data (thin black whisker bars
represent the 95% confidence range)
due to data gaps, random instrumental
errors and uncertainties, uncertainties
in bias corrections in the ocean surface
temperature data and also in adjust-
ments for urbanisation over the land

not "may have", or even "is likely to Over both the last 140 years and 100 years, the best estimate is
This is false certainty. Any suggestiothat the global average surface temperature has increased by 0.6

The text itself says: "The global average surface temperatureThis at least mentions specific problems. But notice the
(the average of near surface air temperature over land, and ggacement of the parenthetical expression in the pivotal second
surface temperature) has increased since 1861. Over the 20th ceentence, just before the list. This seems to say quite clearly that
tury the increase has been 0.6 £0.2°C (figure 1a). This value tise error bars give the 95% confidence level for the uncertainties
about 0.15°C larger than that estimated by the SAR [Secorlisted. This is simply false. The error bars give at best the 95%
Assessment Report] for the period up to 1994, owing to the rel@onfidence level for the pure error of sampling, which assumes the
tively high temperatures of the additional years (1995 to 200Bample is random and there are no measurement errors of the sort

{:I_E ¥ I I e L} i} L} L L} L] o I
i i GLOBAL
o8& !
@8 04
2 ® -
E o n
% E 5
(=]
e Q) :;f:-ﬂllr
=B .
g > -
S 2 -
= =
T g -0.4 —
88 '
Data from thermomelers. | |
_ﬂ.ﬁ I M L 1 M 1 " 1
1860 1880 1200 15920 1940 1960 1980 2000
Year
SPM Figure 1a: Variations of the Earth's surface temperature for the past 140 years
24 o NEXUS www.nexusmagazine.com OCTOBER — NOVEMBER 2002



listed in the very sentence being modified. This comes as close towhile beyond the scope of this particular issue, it should be

outright lying as anything we have found so far. noted that the 1,000-year temperature record shown in figure 1b
The truth is, there is no way to correct for most measuremeirtvolves the same misleading statistics. However, the case is

errors, including the urban heat island effect. The magnitude ofiuch worse because, in the 1,000-year record, temperature is not

these errors, which may be quite large, is simply unknown. Theven measured.

supposed corrections that have been made to date are guessworkMoreover, the number of items in the convenience sample is
Nor does there seem to be any reference to the fact that this iiry. It is preposterous to claim to know the temperature of the

"convenience sample”, not a random sample of the Earth's swentire Earth from such a sample. We simply do not know if the

face, as required by sampling science, unless it is the innocemntire Earth has warmed or not. The most we know is what has

sounding term, "data gaps". Reference to data gaps suggests the@ppened in certain places and times, and likely measurement

sometimes a station did not record, or that the data is bad—netror makes even this information highly uncertain.

that there is, in actuality, no data for most of the Earth, most of

the time. So the fact that we merely have a convenience sampleSistellite versus Surface Temperatures

either omitted or cleverly disguised. The satellite temperature record contradicts the surface record.
Statistical theory is perfectly clear that a random sample i$his is a deep dilemma for climate change science. The gaping

required in order to estimate confidence levels. But the "sampléiconsistency between the recent warming shown in the surface

in question is just those stations that happened to measummperature record and the absence of warming in the satellite

temperatures in the last 140 years. No random sample of thecord is simply shrugged off.

Earth's surface would look like this set of stations, which provide The UN IPCC WGI SPM page 4 begins with this section head-

virtually no data for most of the Earth's surface—the oceans, poléise: "Temperatures have riseduring the past four decades in

or tropics—for most of the period. the lowest 8 kilometres of the atmosphere." As explained below,
The sample the UN IPCC is using is called in statistics #his statement is highly misleading. The section itself consists of

convenience sample; that is, data is taken where it is mothese three rather convoluted paragraphs:

convenient. Convenience samples provide some information "Since the late 1950s (the period of adequate observations from

about the population being sampled; in this case, the temperatweather balloons), the overall global temperature increases in the

everywhere on Earth for 140 years. But statistical theory ilbbwest 8 kilometres of the atmosphere and in surface temperature

adamant that you cannot legitimately infer the mean of théave been similaat 0.1°C per decade.

population or assign any confidence level from a convenience "Since the start of the satellite record in 1979, both satellite and

sample. Thus the UN IPCC's statistics regarding temperature aseather balloon measurements show that the global average tem-

completely misleading. perature of the lowest 8 kilometres of the atmosphere has changed
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by +0.05 £0.10°C per decade, but the global average surface teatmosphere, where the heat is trapped, before warming the surface
perature has increased significantly by +0.15 +0.05°C per decadef the Earth below. If this science is correct, then one of the
The difference in the warming rates is statistically significant temperature records must be incorrect, most likely the surface
This difference occurs primarily over the tropical and sub-tropicatecord that shows the warming, because of known errors. But if
regions. there has been no warming in the last two decades, then many of
"The lowest 8 kilometres of the atmosphere and the surface atiee IPCC's claims which depend on such warming are simply
influenced differently by factors such as stratospheric ozone depl&lse. Likewise, prior warming shown in the surface temperature
tion, atmospheric aerosols and the El Nifio phenomenon. Henceyrécord may be false.
is physically plausible to expect that over a short time period (e.g., Even worse, if both temperature records are correct, then our
20 years) there may be differences in temperature trends. In addinderstanding of the greenhouse effect is incorrect. This is a huge
tion, spatial sampling techniques can also explain some of the diflilemma for the science, and there is a great deal of speculation
ferences in trends, bthese differences are not fully resolvéd about it, some of which is alluded to in the third paragraph
These three paragraphs mask a profound contradiction in clijuoted.
mate change science, a contradiction that should be highlightedit should be noted that there is a widespread misconception that
and discussed but is merely glossed over—namelythbagatel- a National Academy of Sciences panel resolved this issue in
lite temperature record contradicts the surface record. January 2000. In fact, the panel concluded just what | have said
What the section headline does not say is that virtually all of thebove: that we do not understand how this contradiction can
atmospheric warming is in the balloon record of the first twaarise, if both temperature records are correct. Simply to gloss
decades of the four-decade period—the 1960s and 1970s—whewer this deep scientific uncertainty is a major omission indeed—
the surface record shows only a little warming. Then the surfageerhaps the greatest omission in the UN IPCC SPM.
record shows rapid warming for two decades while the (then new)
satellite record shows virtually no warming at all, except for thdUncertainty due to Aerosols
1998 El Nifio. The IPCC has suppressed the far-reaching significance of
Thus, while the statement in the first paragraph that the tren@erosol forcing, not only in the WGI SPM text but in the model-
are "similar" is statistically correct, it ignores the fact that thding as well. The enormous—and growing—uncertainty as to the
changes occur at completely different times. The last two paraffect of aerosols on climate is masked in the discussion and is
graphs state correctly that these are significant differences that afeliberately suppressed in predicting the future. If included, the
not fully resolved, but any discussion of what it means is simplyJN IPCC's 100-year prediction would embrace the possibility of
omitted. no warming or evercooling
What is omitted is the fact that climate science cannot explain Discussion of aerosols in the UN IPCC WGI SPM begins on
this contradiction. Greenhouse gases have to warm thgage 5 with this headline: "Emissions of greenhouse gases and

The global mean radiative forcing of the climate system
for the year 2000, relative to 1750
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aerosols due to human activities continue to alter the atmosphéiReshaping the Theory of Cloud Formation" by R. J. Charlson et
in ways that ar@xpected to affect the climate This statement al., ScienceJune 15, 2001.)
reflects a false certainty. Whether or not human emissions will If, as the UN IPCC states quite clearly and correctly, an ability
affect climate is obviously a matter of great debate. What folto project future climate requires an understanding of the effect of
lows, however, are some incredible omissions. aerosols, then we simply do not have that ability. Yet the IPCC
The role of aerosols is explained as follows: "A negative radiadoes project future climates, based on various scenarios.
tive forcing, which can arise from an increase in some types of How does the UN IPCC deal with our profound lack of under-
aerosols (microscopic airborne particles), tends to cool the sustanding of aerosol forcings? The answer lies in an incredible
face... Characterisation of these climate forcing agenémd  footnote on page 13, specifically footnote 11. In the preceding
their changes over timeis. requiredto understand past climate text, the IPCC says this: "The globally averaged surface tempera-
changes in the context of natural variations smgroject what ture is projected to increase by 1.4 to 5.8°C...over the period
climate changes could lie aheadFigure 3 shows current esti- 1990 to 2100. These results are for the full range of 35 SRES sce-
mates of the radiative forcing due to increased concentrations périos, based on a number of climate models." Footnote 11
atmospheric constituents and other mechanisms." amends this 1.4 to 5.8°C projection as follow$hi range does
This text states quite clearly and correctly that an ability taot include uncertainties in the modelling of radiative forcing,
predict future climate (if that is even possible) requires ar.g., aerosol forcing uncertainties.

understanding of the effect of aerosols. The So the UN IPCC has simply ignored the

last sentence says that "current estimates of very large aerosol uncertainties. No reason is
radiative forcing" of aerosols are shown given—but if these uncertainties were includ-

figure 3. This sentence is false. In fact, I ed, some of the scenarios would yield projec-
only are the estimated uncertainties in aerg tions of futurecooling not warming. Perhaps

forcings not shown, they are also exclud the UN IPCC does not want to admit the pos-
from the projections of future climate. The Human greenhouse sibility that there may be no warming at all, or
are major omissions. Of actual cooling.

Figure 3 shows estimated forcings for fi 8as (GHG) em|§510ns In any case, it is clear that the entire issue
classes of aerosols. For four of these clag aFe€ a tlny fraction of of aerosol uncertainty has been omitted from
there is also a vertical error bar which t e the WGI SPM, and the language of the key
legend explains "indicates a range of estima natural emissions. figure has been changed. Far worse, howev-
guided by the spread in the published value er, is that the effect of this uncertainty has
the forcings and physical understanding". been deliberately suppressed in the model
addition, each class is labelled with The fact that the vast projections of future climate. It is hard
"Level of Scientific Understanding” not to see this as scientific fraud.

One class is labelled "low" and the ot
four are labelled "very low". N
explanation of these uncertainty levels
provided. However, in the UN IPCC
1995 Second Assessment Report,
earlier version of this same figur
appears as figure 2.16 on page 1
Here it is explained that the levels "lo
and "very low" are bur subjective
confidence that the actual forcing lie
within this error bar'. In fact, the "The rate of increase of atmospheric

levels are headed "Level CO, concentration has been about 1.5

Confidence", not "Level of Scientific Understanding". ppm (0.4%) per year over the past two decades. During the 1990s

In plain language, this means that the chances that the aerofz¢ year-to-year increase varied from 0.9 ppm (0.2%) to 2.8 ppm
forcings actually lie within the error bars are very low in most(0.8%). A large part of this variability is due to the effect of cli-
cases. Conversely, it is very likely that the actual forcings lie outnate variability (e.g., El Nifio events) on ptake and release
side these error bars. What, then, is the likely range for thedy land and oceans.
forcings? We are not told. In fact, the very issue, which was at"The atmospheric concentration of methane (LHas
least alluded to in the IPCC SAR, has now been entirely omitted.increased by 1060 ppb (151%) since 1750 and continues to

The truth is that the possible range of forcings is very largéncrease. The present gldoncentration has not been exceeded
much larger than the error bars show. Therefore, the range dfiring the past 420,000 years. The annual growth in CH
aerosol forcings is much larger than the ranges for the greenhousencentration slowed and became more variable in the 1990s,
gases, which are shown to have a "high" level of scientific undecompared with the 1980sSlightly more than half of current
standing. If the correct error bars for aerosols were shown—ba@H, emissions are anthropogeni@.g., use of fossil fuels, cattle,
that display the likely range of forcings—they would be seen toice agriculture and landfills). In addition, carbon monoxide (CO)
overwhelm the greenhouse gas forcings. emissions have recently been identified as a cause of increasing

In short, we simply do not understand aerosol forcing. In fact, @H, concentration.
recent paper in the journ&cienceclaims that the range of  "The atmospheric concentration of nitrous oxide@N has
possible forcings is as much as twice the very large range thatirereased by 46 ppb (17%) since 1750 and continues to increase.
not shown in the TAR. This indicates that our understanding ofhe present D concentration has not been exceeded during at
aerosol forcing is diminishing as research proceeds. (Sdeast the past thousand year8bout a third of current NO

majority of all
greenhouse gas
emissions are natural
is ignored.

Natural GHG Emissions

Human greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions are a tiny fraction of natural emis-
sions. The fact that the vast majority of
all greenhouse gas emissions are natural
is ignored.

The discussion of GHG emissions on
UN IPCC WGI SPM page 7 contains
these three sequential paragraphs:
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emissions are anthropogenie.g., agricultural soils, cattle feed The most we can expect to achieve is the prediction of the
lots and chemical industry)." probability distribution of the system's future possible states by

This parallel construction requires that there be a sentendke generation of ensembles of model solutiofikis reduces
explaining the fraction of COemissions that are anthropogenic, climate change to the discernment of significant differences in
but there is none. It would read as followsAbbut one twenty- the statistics of such ensembles. The generation of such model
fifth of current CQ emissions are anthropogericThe important ensembles will require the dedication of greatly increased
fact that the vast majority of G@missions are natural has beencomputer resources and the application of new methods of
omitted. model diagnosis.

In addition, not even mentioned is water vapour, by far the most In short, it cannot now be done. Not only is prediction funda-
important greenhouse gas. Natural emissions of water vapour arentally impossible due to chaos, but the statistical substitute for
so enormous that human emissions do not even measure in cgmnediction that may be possible cannot now be done. The uncer-
parison. If this were explained, there would also be a sententainty is complete. Chapter 14 includes these statements:
saying: 'Virtually no water vapour emissions are "The climate system is particularly challenging since it is

anthropogenic. known that components in the system are inherently chaotic and
there are central components which affect the system in a non-
Chaos in the Climate System linear manner and potentially could switch the sign of critical

The UN IPCC has ignored major scientific advances that undefeedbacks. The non-linear processes include the basic dynamical
cut the theory of human interference, including the complex chaassponse of the climate system and the interactions between the
science that is presented in the Third Assessment Report itsedffferent components.”

According to the TAR, the climate is chaotic, so prediction of "These complex, non-linear dynamics are an inherent aspect of
future states is impossible. the climate system. Amongst the important non-linear processes

Advances in climate science that do not support the theory @fre the role of clouds, the thermohaline circulation and sea ice.
human interference have been ignored in the UN IPCC WGThere are other broad, non-linear components: the biogeochemi-
Summary for Policymakers. These include the role of cloudsal system and, in particular, the carbon system, the hydrological
solar variation, lunar influence, orbital cycles, decadal oscillationsycle and the chemistry of the atmosphere."
and more. If anything, the science today provides less support for'A strategy to advance our understanding must deal with the

the theory of human interferend underlying chaotic nature of the cli-
than it did in 1995, when the IPC mate system and the significant non-
Second Assessment Report w The UN IPCC has ignored linearities. The chaotic aspect of the
completed. . . o/ climate system poses significant chal-

Perhaps the most egregious om major SClentIflC advances that lenges to predicting changes in the

sion is the emerging understandit  undercut the theory of human occurrence of extreme events."
of the chaotic nature of climate. N "An overriding challenge to model-

only is this science very importan mterferencer lnClUdl“g the ling and to the IPCC is prediction.
but it is presented in considerab complex chaos science that is This challenge is particularly acute
detail in the TAR itself (see below . . when predictive capability is sought
About one half of chapter 14 of th presentEd in the Third for a system that is chaotic, that has
WGI TAR is devoted to discussin Assessment Report itself. significant non-linearities and that is
the deep significance of the fact th inherently stiff."

climate processes are chaotic a "However, as the temporal horizon
therefore unpredictable. But th grows, then the challenge shifts as
SPM does not even mention the word "chaos". chaotic elements begin to affect the evolution of the system. The

Likewise, the draft UN IPCC WGI Technical Summary (TS),predictive environment shifts from one of precision to one of
which was written by the same people as the SPM, has but a sstatistical significance."
gle sentence on chaos, tucked away on page 78. It sHys:cll- "There is a growing recognition in the scientific community and
mate system is a coupled non-linear chaotic system, and theremore broadly that the Earth functions as a system, with properties
fore the long-term prediction of future exact climate states is notand behaviour that are characteristic of the system as a whole.
possible. Rather, the focus must be upon the prediction of therThese include critical thresholds, switch or control points, strong
probability distribution of the system's future possible stabys  non-linearities, teleconnections, chaotic elements and unresolv-
the generation of ensembles of model solutions." able uncertainties. Understanding components of the Earth

In plain language, the kind of prediction the UN IPCC is doingSystem is critically important, but is insufficient on its own to
is not possible. The best that might be done is to provide a probaaderstand the functioning of the Earth System as a whole."
bility distribution for possible futures, but the IPCC does not do Chaos is a fundamental uncertainty in climate science, but the
this. The profound fact of chaotic climate is simply ignored. UN IPCC ignores it.

What makes this omission so egregious is that the chaotic
nature of climate is discussed in the WGI TAR itself, which theThe Influence of Solar Variation
SPM and TS are supposed to be summarising. Here are som&he most systematic omission in the Third Assessment
statements from the expert review draft TAR, chapter 14 (th8Bummary for Policymakers is discussion of warming due to
order has been changed for clarity): natural climate variation.

"In sum, a strategy must recognise what is possible. Evidence of natural climate temperature variation has mush-
climate research and modelling, we should recognise that we am@omed since the release of the 1995 Second Assessment Report.
dealing with a coupled non-linear chaotic system, and therefoigut the TAR SPM only mentions one of the many variations now
that the prediction of a specific future climate state is not possibl&nown to exist: variable solar input, or incoming solar radiation
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(called "insolation"). It is worth seeing how the SPM handles thbéetween solar activity and the warming record. A correct assess-
variable insolation that is now generally accepted to occur. ment would be that solar variation is a plausible, but as yet unver-
At the time of the SAR, the theory that solar variationified, explanation for all the warming shown in the surface record.
contributed to the 20th-century surface temperature run-up washe TAR SPM assessment of this science is quite different, and

well known but considered speculative. So the SAR dismissettierefore quite biased.
this influence and argued that the entire increase was due toMoreover, the acceptance of the significant role of solar varia-
human interference. Since then, the influence of solar variatiamon in the first warming period raises a broader issue.
on climate change has been generally accepted, and the TAReenhouse gas levels have been rising for over 140 years, but
SPM acknowledges it. However, it does so in a way that bottheir warming effect, if any, is increasingly confined to just the
obscures and minimises the effect. last 20 years or so. This is a significant change since the 1995
The discussion of solar variation is on page 9, beginning witSAR in the basis for the human interference theory, yet it is not
the following headline: Natural factors have made small con- acknowledged. One would expect a corresponding decrease in
tributions to radiative forcing over the past centutyThis head- the projected future impact of increasing GHGs, but this, too, is
line dismisses the effect of all natural variations as "small". Butissing.
the two variations actually considered are solar radiation and vol- Finally, given that we have only recently verified the significant
canic aerosols. For solar, on the very preceding page in figure ®le of solar variation in the first period of recorded warming, it
our understanding of the degree of forcing is said to be "vergeems logical to suspend judgment on the cause of the second-

low". This statement therefore expresses-a period warming—especially since there are
false degree of confidence. known reasons to believe that it, too, may be
By the IPCC's own assessment, the sg solar in origin, in whole or in part.
forcing could be quite large. This is actua This caution is doubly called for, given
acknowledged, but then dismissed, in the fi that there are several other climate variations
paragraph: The radiative forcing due to that can equally well claim to cause the two
changes in solar irradiance for the periog h . . observed warming periods. Contrary to what
since 1750 is estimated to be about +Q This caution Is the TAR SPM asserts, the scientific situation
W/m?, most of which occurred during the is completely open at this point.
9 doubly called for, pletely op P

first half of the 20th century. Since the latg .
1970s, satellite instruments have observ| ~ SIVeN that there are Natural Climate Variation
small oscillations due to the 11-year solg J Evidence of naturally variable climate
cycle. Mechanisms for the amplification o processes, including natural warming, has
. Mechanisms for the ampification o S€Veral other climate elud g h
solar effects on climate have been propos§  variations that can mushroomed since the 1995 IPCC Second
but currently lack a rigorous theoreti- . Assessment. But the Third
cal or observational basis. equa"y well claim Assessment SPM does not even
The first sentence is quite telling, f mention most of these processes, nor
it admits that solar variation i to cause the tV\.IO do the climate models include these
observed warming
periods.

generally accepted to have contribut powerful variables. These are major
significantly to the first of the tw systematic omissions. In fact, the
recorded 20th-century warmin SPM concludes on page 10 that:
periods. As SPM figure 1a shows, "There is new and stronger evidence
of the lasting warming in the 140-ye that most of the warming observed
surface record occurred in just t over the last 50 years is attributable to
relatively brief periods—from 1910 t human activities'
1940, and from 1980 to the prese What the SPM ignores is that there
Some well-known scientists argue t is also "new and stronger evidence"
solar variation is sufficient to explai that all of the warming is attributable
all of the warming in the first period to natural variation. This is an artful
which is what the first sentence alludes to but studiously fails tsubterfuge. It is a paradox in the logic of evidence that there can
discuss. Instead, it "estimates” the forcing to be small, ignoringe at once "new and stronger evidence" for each of two contend-
our "very low" understanding. That the variation is small is weling theories in science.
known. The size of the effect, however, is unknown and In fact, there are now multiple natural variations, any one of
extremely controversial. which can explain the observed warming in the surface tempera-
The second sentence is an attempt to refute well-known argture record. Some of these are listed below:
ments that solar variation can also explain the warming in the sec-+ To begin with, there is the discovery of two enormous natural
ond period. The SPM acknowledges that there has been variaticiimate oscillators on the decade-to-century scale. These are
during this period, an observation verified by satellite, but agaicalled the Pacific Decadal Oscillation and the North Atlantic
dismisses the effect as "small”. Oscillation. The temperature variations associated with these
The third sentence is the most egregious as far as biased assessillators are sufficient to explain the entire rise shown in the
ment is concerned. It first acknowledges, then dismisses out &fl0-year surface temperature record. But the SPM does not even
hand the large amount of scientific literature on how a small solamention them.
variation might amplify to affect climate significantly. This sen-  Secondly, there is a dramatic finding regarding the Moon's
tence is actually false, because there are both theoretical apdssible influence on climate. The ocean drives the climate and
observational bases for these proposals. In fact, the starting pointo-thirds of the ocean's mixing energy comes from the Moon,
for this literature is the strong, and well-known, correlationwhich stirs the oceans twice a day. It has been demonstrated that
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multi- century variations in the Moon's influence correspond witHUN IPCC Scientific Working Group Lead Authors
the variations in the estimated temperature record. This effect, if Many of the Working Group | SPM lead authors are prominent
confirmed, is also sufficient to explain the entire rise in the 140activists for the theory of human interference, as opposed to the
year temperature record, as well as prior variations found in proxfeory of integrated climate variation.
records. The press often says the UN IPCC reports are produced by hun-
 Thirdly, there is a well-known (not recently discovered)dreds, if not thousands, of scientists. This may be true in some
oscillation that the SPM chooses to ignore. The period of theague sense of participation, and the actual TAR chapters do not
Middle Ages was warm, quite possibly as warm as today. Thiexhibit as much glaring scientific bias as the WGI Summary for
warm period was followed by several centuries of cold, called thBolicymakers and the Technical Summary.
Little Ice Age, which ended around 1850. The present warming On the other hand, only experts read the main reports. The UN
may therefore be simply a recovery from the Little Ice Age, partPCC's voice to policymakers, press and the public regarding cli-
of a multi-century natural oscillation, and some scientists havmate science is through the WGI SPM and the TS. These two
argued for this. documents have precisely the same 20 lead authors, many of
« Fourthly, solar variation is now accepted as playing a signifiwhom are among the leading proponents of the theory of human
cant part in at least one of the two periods of warming in the 140aterference with climate.
year surface temperature record. (As SPM figure 1a shows, all ofHere are the 20 lead authors listed by the UN IPCC (the hames
the lasting warming in the 140-year surface record occurred iim bold typeface stand out in particular as among the top rank of
just two relatively brief periods—from 1910 to 1940, and fromactivist scientists for the theory of human interference with cli-
1980 to the present.) Some scientists argue that solar variatiorate; most of them are frequently quoted in the American and
can explain all of both warmings. British press):

* Lastly, new models of the well Coordinating lead authors- D. L.
known Milankovitch orbital forcing Albritton (United States of America),
predict that weshould be in a L. G. Meira Filho (Brazil).
warming period. Lead authors— U. Cubasch

The SPM does not allow for thes Natural variation is a (Germany), X. Dai (China), Y. Ding
powerful natural influences, with th f d d (China), D. J. Griggs (United
exception of a small solar forcing ne.W way o .UI‘I erSta!‘ Ing Kin.gdom), B. Hewitson (South
anld nor do the climate models ther cllmate, which the climate ]AfrILca),(JN. T. H())u_?gtoln(L(JgK)),l\Ll.
selves. o saksen (Norway), TKar , M.

On page 10, the SPM says the f models mlStakenly take McFarland (USA), V. P. Meleshko
lowing:  "Simulations of the to be unchanging. (Russia), J. F. BMitchell (UK), M.
response to natural forcings along Noguer (UK), B. S. Nyenzi
(i.e., the response to variability ir (Tanzania), MOppenheimer (USA),
solar irradiance and volcanic erup- J. E. Penner (USA), S. Pollonais
tions) do not explain the warming in (Trinidad and Tobago), T. Stocker

the second half of the 20th century..
However, they indicate that natural forcings may have con- (USA).

tributed to the observed warming in the first half of the 20th It is no wonder, therefore, that the two summaries are so bla-
century' tantly biased in favour of the theory of human interference with

This paragraph makes clear that the only natural variations conlimate. They are written by scientists who have staked their rep-
sidered by the computer models are solar radiation and majatations on that theory. This sort of bias need not be politically
land-based volcanic activity. The massive forces and oscillatorsotivated. Most articles in the scientific literature are advocating
listed above are simply ignored. some theory or other.

The correct assessment of the science is that there are manygain, what is really going on in the science is a debate
possible explanations for the observed surface temperature risgstween the Theory of Human Interference with Climate and the
any one of which is sufficient to explain the entire increaseTheory of Integrated Climate Variation. 0
Moreover, most of these contending explanations depend solely
on a natural variation. About the Author:

| call this emerging view of climate as a vast, ever-changing)r David E. Wojick has a PhD in mathematical logic and
dynamic process the Theory of Integrated Climate Variationphilosophy of science from the University of Pittsburgh, and
This theory views changing climate as natural, something to be Bachelor of Science in civil engineering from Carnegie
prepared for—not something that can be altered or prevented. ®tellon University. He has been on the faculty of Carnegie
this view, the slight surface warming observed over the lastiellon, where he helped found both the Department of
century or so is also natural—not the result of human interferencéngineering and Public Policy and the Department of

Thus, the underlying scientific debate is between the Theory dthilosophy. He has also served with the Office of Naval
Human Interference with Climate and the Theory of Integrate®esearch and the Naval Research Laboratory.

Climate Variation. David is presently a freelance writer, covering climate

Natural variation is a new way of understanding climate, whiclthange issues for Electricity Daily, as well as a policy ana-
the climate models mistakenly take to be unchanging. If theyst. A résumé and client list are available at
theory of integrated climate variation is correct—and there is Attp://www.bydesign.com/powervision/ resume.html. For
great and growing body of evidence for it—then this assumptiofurther information and discussion, email David at
of invariance by the climate modellers is simply a fundamentajwojick@climatechangedebate.org or visit his website at
error. http://www.climatechangedebate.org.

(Switzerland), K. E.Trenberth
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